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the British Isles again. He acquires a domicil of choice in Peru. After
residing there for forty years, in the course of which he has amassed a
fortune, he leaves the country for good and takes up his temporary
residence in New York, being undecided whether to settle perma-
nently in Virginia or California.
The result is that immediately upon his departure from Peru
his Peruvian domicil ceases abruptly, but his Scots domicil of
origin revives and remains attached to him until he has in fact
acquired a domicil of choice in some other country. It is clear,
of course, that during his period of indecision in New York
there must be some personal law applicable to him. This might
be either Peruvian or Scottish law. In the United States of
America, where the doctrine of revival is not accepted, it would
be the law of Peru. According to Lord Chancellor Hatherley,
however, to admit this is to be driven to the absurdity of assert-
ing a person to be domiciled in a country which he has reso-
lutely forsaken and cast off, simply because he may (perhaps
for years) be deliberating before he settles himself elsewhere.1
He then asks:
Why should not the domicil of origin cast upon him by no choice
of his own, and changed for a time, be the State to which he naturally
falls back when his first choice has been abandoned animo et facto', and
whilst he is deliberating before he makes a second choice?'
Eccentric     Yet certain doubts suggest themselves. Is it so absurd to
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revival perhaps tor a prolonged period? Are the claims of the law
which is imposed upon him at birth, independently of his
volition, superior to that which he has voluntarily chosen and
long retained? And what if it is his domicil of origin that he has
'resolutely shaken and cast off* ? At any rate the advantages of
preferring the domicil of origin in the case of our hypothetical
X are not particularly conspicuous.
The country which determines his personal law is one which he has
never visited and for which he feels a repugnance. Nevertheless, if he
desires a divorce, he must resort to Scotland. If, during his residence in
New York, he legitimates a child by a method recognized in Peru or
New York but not in Scotland, he will have achieved nothing. If he
dies intestate leaving movables in England, they will be distributed
9 according to Scots law and United Kingdom death duties will be. pay-
able.
1 U<by v. UJny (i 869), L.R. i Sc. & Div. at p.

